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MINI ABSTRACT 
Rice straw from sixteen cultivars were analyzed for crude protein 
(CP), neutral (NDF) and acid (ADF) detergent fiber, acid detergent 
lignin (ADL), Silica, in vitro organic matter digestibility (IVOMD) and 
metabolizable energy (ME) at the time of harvest and after three 
months of storage under shed. Surprisingly storage significantly (P 
< 0.0007) increased straw quality traits. Correlations between quality 
traits at harvest and after storage varied (CP: r = 0.86, P < 0.0007; 
NDF.· r =0.75, P = 0.008, ADF. r = 0.50, P = 0.05, ADL r = 033, P = 
0.27, Silica. r = -0.02, P = 0.95, IVOMD. r = 058, P = 0.02; MEr= 0.58, 
P = 0.02) suggesting that changes in fodder quality ranking among 
cultivar could occur because of storage. 
Key words: Rice straw, Cultivar, Harvest. Storage, Quality traits 
INTRODUCTION 
Rice straw is an important fodder for dairy animals in India 
resulting in research in improving rice straw fodder quality 
at source through multidimensional crop improvement. This 
entails phenotyping for straw fodder quality traits at harvest 
when rice breeders take their usual measurements notably 
grain yields. Anecdotal evidence from rice straw fodder 
trading work suggested that storage may have an effect on 
rice straw fodder quality. If confirmed, the question would 
arise if phenotyping for quality at harvest suffices. The present 
work therefore compared rice straw fodder quality traits of 16 
popular rice cultivars at harvest and after three months of 
storage. 
MATERIALS AND METHODS 
Straws from sixteen rice cultivars were harvested at full 
maturity stage, sun-dried for 4 days, bundled and stored under 
open roofed shed. Straw samples were collected at harvest 
time and after three months of storage, ground through a 1 
mm sieve for analysis of CP, IVOMD and ME by appropriate 
conventional analytical techniques. NDF, ADF, ADL and Silica 
were predicted by Near Infrared Spectroscopy. Data were 
statistically analyzed using SAS (2004). 
RESULTS 
Exemplary CP, NDF content and IVOMD are reported in Table 
1 ranging from 3.62-8.69 %, 59.5-69.0% and 45.3-58.2%, 
respectively at harvest time whereas respective values after 
storage ranged from 4.57-9.27%, 60 2-66 0% and 51 .5-59.6%. 
In other words straw fodder quality apparently increased with 
storage. Correlations between quality traits at harvest and 
after storage were: CP: r = 0.86, P < 0.0001; NDF: r =0.75, P = 
0.008; ADF: r = 0.50, P = 0.05; ADL: r = 0.33, P = 0.21 ; Silica: r = 
-0.02, P = 0.95, IVOMD r = 0.58, P = 0.02; ME r = 0.58, P = 0.02. 
Storage of affected ranking of cultivars for rice straw quality 
and understanding these changes needs urgent attention 
to: 1) verify the findings by repeating the work and exclude 
analytical errors as causes; and 2) if verified understand the 
underlying mechanism of the changes. 
Table 1. Effect of cultivar and storage on laboratory quality traits of rice straw 
Cultivar CP(%) NDF(%) IVOMD(%) 
Harvested Stored Harvested Stored 
Sugandamathi 8.69 8.98 49.3 54.2 
Aditya 8.39 9.27 52.8 57.2 
Suraksha 7.79 7.32 49.7 56.4 
IR50 7.10 8.49 54.2 53.7 
RP.BI0.226 7.10 8.41 49.0 58.9 
Thulasi 7.08 8.68 54.1 55.4 
Sasyasree 6.99 7.24 58.2 59.6 
Trig una 6.46 6.26 48.2 54.8 
Kasturi 6.26 8.79 51 .1 58.4 
Vardhan 5.76 609 45.3 51.6 
Nidhi 5.49 5.42 49.3 53.0 
Krishnahamsa 5.33 6.66 47.5 54.9 
Rasi 4.60 5.14 51.5 54.9 
Ajaya 4.48 5.77 48.6 51.5 
Son a 4.43 6.12 47.3 53.5 
Sampada 3.62 4.57 48.6 53.9 
Mean 6.22 7.08 50.3 55.2 
P (cultivar) <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 
LSD (cultivar 1.32 0.53 2.25 1.55 
P (H vs. S) <0.0001 <0.0001 
LSD (H vs. S) 0.69 1.32 
0.86 0.58 
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